ANDHAKAS
the Rajagirikas and the Siddharthikas. But the differences between
them were not of much philosophical importance. The first two
were so-called, evidently because they occupied the eastern and
western hills of the country. The Rajagirikas were the inhabitants
of a place named Rajagiri. We read of the Andhakas even in the
Kathavatthii] and their differences from the Theravadins are of
great philosophical interest.
Buddhaghosa, in his commentary on the Kathdvatthu, writes:
"The groups holding special views who arose later, to wit,
Andhakas comprising the sub-groups of the Pubbaseliyas,
Aparaseliyas, Rajagirikas, and Siddhitthikas, hold the opinion
that the objects of mindfulness, namely, the body and the rest,
were themselves (the conscious subject) mindfulness/'1 This view
sounds like Vijrianavada, for it is said that the physical body or
matter is mindfulness. Further, the Andhakas held that "judging
from the apparent continuity both of consciousness and Jhana*
and of sub-consciousness, a single state of consciousness lasted for
a long time/'s That is, they were abandoning the doctrine of
momentariness as regards consciousness or vijndna. This line of
thinking might have led later on to the idea of the eternal
moment4 of the original Vijnana. For some of the Vijnanavadins
of the Mahayana felt the logical need of applying the doctrine
of momentariness to the primal vijitdna, but hesitated to treat
it as perishing. So they lighted upon the idea of an eternal moment
or instant, which is above time like the eternal present of Royce.
The Andhakas with the Uttarapathakas hold that all things are
by nature immutable, because nothing (however it may change)
gives up its fundamental nature; they hold also that all karmas
are inflexible. This theory, we may imagine, might have suggested
and led up to the view, sarvam svalaksanam, everything is unique,
and also to the epistemological theory that perception is indeter-
minate or nirvikalpa, that the object known is known only as
different from others, as svetarabhinna, that is, that the That only
of the object is known and not its What, But this theory, when
further developed, destroys itself; for, if every object is cognized
just as different from its others, then it includes a reference to
the others within itself, and so loses its so-called uniqueness. And
this line of thinking easily leads, as will be shown later, to the
doctrine of relativity or sunyatd. But another line of thinking,
* P. 104.              a Jhana means meditatioa.              3 Kathavatthu* p. 124.
4 See Stcherbatsky: The Centfal Conception of Buddhism, p. 41.
219